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ABSTRACT 

A theory was conceived to explain student, teacher, 
and classrcoB environnent characteristics or constructs, which may 
influence student attitudes toward school and various subjects. A 
questionnaire representina the constructs, the Inventory of Affective 
Aspects of Schooling (lAAS) , was developed and adninistered to 6ai 
students in grade Factor analyses and internal consistency 
reliability studies were then conducted to investigate construct 
validity. The inventory measured demographic characteristics, parent 
involvement, attitudes toward English, mathematics, social science, 
science, and toward teachers and school in general. Anderson's My 
class Inventory was modified and included with the lAAS. The 
following variables had high factor loadings: parent involvement; 
attitudes toward school and specific subjects; self assurance in 
ability to learn; teacher quality: appreciation of classmates: and 
lack of academic motivation. Internal consistency ranged considerably 
from .29 to .9U Overall, the variables subjected to reliability 
and factor analysis are promising, but vary considerably as 
predictors of the affective domain. The modified My Class Inventory 
should be used cautiously. (CP) 
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Abstract 

A theoretical model was conceived to explain constructs which may 
account for student attitudes toward school and various subject matters. 
Measures representing these constructs were given to a total sample of 
over 5,000 fourth, seventh, and ninth grade students In an effort to 
provide confirming evidence that these measures provide construct-val id 
interpretations relevant to the model. Results of a series of analyses 
revealed a number of scales sufficiently internally consistent and fac-> 
torlally independent to be useful in research as well as to be potentially 
useful In school evaluations. 
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Construct Validation of an Inventory of 
Affective Aspects of Schooling 

The purpose of this paper Is to report progress of our effort to 
construct- vail date the Inventory of Affective Aspects of Schooling (lAAS), 
an Instrument designed to measure affective traits of students from grades 
four through twelve. 

In the past decade, there has been Increased Interest In the study of 
attitudes among other affective aspects of schooling. The initial motiva- 
tion for these studies has been that attitudes are believed to be Important 
correlates, and perhaps determinants, of achievement (Mager, 1973). However, 
research has been Inconclusive on this point (e.g., Wilson & Begle, 1972; 
Aiken, 1970, 1976). More recently, there has been a growing recognition 
that affective aspects of schooling, particularly attitudes toward school 
and subject matters, are Important outcomes of schooling. Independent of 
achievement. States like Oregon and Pennsylvania (Oregon Department of 
Education, 1974; Sleverllng, 1978) have legislatively acted to Include 
affective outcomes Into statewide goals in education. Further, instruc- 
tional program evaluations often Include components devoted to affective 
concerns. Thus, affective outcomes of school programs are becoming 
Increasingly important. 

A major deficiency In research and program evaluation Is the lack of 
suitable Instrumentation for affective aspects of schooling for students 
below grade seven. In a review of Instruments that measured attitudes 
toward school and subject matters, Haladyna and Thomas (1979a) reported that 
few validated instruments existed at the elementary school grades, and most 
consisted of scales which tapped only a single subject. None. that were 
reviewed measured more than a single subject matter area. On the positive 
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side» some excellent attitude scales have been developed for middle school 
grades and for the secondary school. For exainple, the Fennema-Sherman 
scales (Fennema & Sherman, 1976) are especially well developed and validated, 
but these scales focus only on mathematics attitudes. 

In other areas of the affective domain, Haladyna, Shaughnessy and 01 sen 
(1980a) surveyed a wide range of affective instruments Including some 
standardized, published ones. Several of these Included the (Quality of 
School Life (Epstein & McPartland, 1976), the Learning Environment Inventory 
(Anderson £ Walberg) and the Classroom Environment Scales (Trlckett S Moos, 
1973). Despite the high quality of these scales and others, few were useful 
for detecting affective traits below grade seven. Most of the affective 
instruments reviewed did not include sections asking students to report their 
feelings about specific curriculum areas, and so data collected using the 
majority of these available Instruments do not provide comprehensive 
Information about attitudes. 

There does exist, however, a large number of unpublished and unvalldated 
Instruments which tap various aspects of the affective domain. These Instru- 
ments and studies of these Instruinents reveal that they (a) provide Informa- 
tion about only a few areas within the affective domain, (b) have little or 
no theoretical base upon which to develop construct valid test Interpretations, 
(c) possess little reliability and validity Information, and (d) are difficult 
to locate or are generally not accessible through normal channels. These 
factors mitigate the use of these Instruments In meaningful research on the 
affective domain as well as In program evaluation. 

The lAAS was developed to comprehensively tap three theoretically relevant 
areas within the affective domain that were hypothesized to be causally 
related to attitudes toward school and subject matters. These areas are 
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(a) teacher, (b) student, and (c) environment. To provide a background 
for these validation studies, a model for the study of affective aspects 
of school is outlined and the procedures one employs In construct valida- 
tion are explained. 

A Model for Affective Aspects of Schooling 

Within the past decade, a number of important studies have contribu- 
ted to our growing knowledge of aspects of the affective domain. These 
include the important work of Walberg (197^* 1976) on the learning environ- 
ment. Moos and colleagues on the classroom environment (Trlckett & Moos, 

c 

1973; Moos, 1978; Moos & Moos, 1978), Kohr and others from the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education (Kohr, 1977) on the educational quality of 
schools. This work contributed a growing base of understanding of what 
presently comprises the affective domain and its role in schooling. Inter- 
estingly, there has not been any extensive work at theoretically conceptuali- 
zing the entity known as the "affective domain" as it pertains to schooling. 
There are many standardized, persona logical measures available which have 
been used for research on personality factors, mental health and the like, 
but surprisingly little uniform development and research on affective 
domains in the school environment. Not even the Affective Taxonomy of 
Educational Objectives (Krathwohl, Bloom, S Masia, 1964) provides very 
specific descriptions of the affective domain, and there has not been any 
research reviewed or reported that attests to the categories of affective 
behavior found in that taxonomy. 

The development of the present model was guided In part by an analysis 
of existing literature, with an emphasis on affective aspects of schooling 
which may explain attitudes toward school and subject matters. These 



reviews are reported elsewhere (Haladyna, Shaughnessy, & 01 sen, 1980a, 1980b; 
Shaughnessy & Haladyna, 1979» Shaughnessy, Olsen, Haladyna, & Shaughnessy, 
1980), and specifically focus on the subject matters of mathematics, science, 
and social studies. 

The Intent was to theoretically describe the major areas of the affec- 
tive domain, as they pertained to schooling, and then map the aspects of each 
area that seen^ed prominent in earlier studies. Three major areas were 
Identified: (a) teacher, (b) student, and (c) the environment f^r learning. 
All affective aspects considered were easily classifiable with respect to 
these three major categories. 

Within each of these three major areas (teacher, student, and environment), 
specific variables were considered as providing correlates of student attitudes 
coward school and various subject matters. The logic of this development 
follows the suggestions of Walberg (1969)- Briefly, three stages of scientific 
inquiry are desirable. At the first stage, we identify a trait and attempt to 
measure it. At the second stage, we attempt to obtain descriptions of that 
trait and relate It to other traits of Importance. At the third stage, we 
are concerned with positively modifying that trait through interventions, 
such as Instructional programs, Innovations, and the like. For example, stu- 
dent achievement has gone through all three stages of inquiry. 

The development of the variables for each of these was done with the 
goal of attei:oting to completely map those variables which may account for 
differences or variations In attitudes toward school and subject matters. 

The thrust of this conceptualization of the affective domain and the 
accompanying instrumentation was to develop both a theoretical means for the 
study of attitudes toward school and subject matters and practical Instru- 
mentation for measuring these affective aspects. The lAAS Is the product of 
this effort. Each of the three areas is more completely described. 



Teacher . As shown In Table 1, six rajor categories are included in 
this area: demographics, school achievement, professional tommitment, 
attitudes, and teaching characteristics. While the mapping to each category 
is not complete, preliminary analysis has shown much promise for teaching 
characteristics as important determinants of student attitudes (Gardner, 
197^, 1975; Haladyna, Shaughnessy, & Olsen, 1979). 

Student . Table 1 shows eight categories of student variables: 
demographics, achievement, educational attitudes, academic self-concept, 
motivation, parental/fami 1 ial influences, cultural/environmental influences, 
and adjustment. For the most part these variables are affective In themselves 
or are hypothesized to promote affective responses, but at least one is 
clearly cognitive (e.g., achievement). All of these variables were Identified 
In one of two ways. First, a number were found to be associated with attitudes 
in previous research. Second, the balance \ are believed to be logically 
related to school attitudes. The resultant Table 1 represents those variables 
and the lAAS contains a representative sample of these variables. 

Envl ronment . Variables In this category center around the school, 
classroom, class activities, and program types. Much research has been done 
regarding the effectiveness of various Innovative programs. Typically, a 
program will be compared to regular instruction in temis of attitudes and 
achievement. While there have been many studies dealing with the relationships 
of learning environment to achievement, in few studies has the relationship been 
examined betwaen the learning environment and school attitudes. 

Construct Val Idi ty 

Construct validity was developed as an alternate to conventional forms 
of test validation) namely, content and empirical (predictive or concurrent). 



Table 1 



Teacher Variables 

A. Demographics 

1 . Sex 

2. Age 

3. Teaching Experience 
h. Ethnic Origin 

B. School Achievement 

1. Level of Scitolastic Achievement 

2. Motivation as a Learner 

3. Academic Self-Concept 
Intellectual 

C. Professional Commitment 

1. Preservice Education 

2. inservlce Education 

3. Professional Activities 

D. Attitudes Toward 

1. Students 

2. Fellow Teachers 

3. Teaching 

k. Administrators- (School Level) 

(DIstr. Level) 

5- Schools 

6. Subject Matter Taught 
E Teaching Characteristics 

1. Organization 

2. Philosophy About Teaching 
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tructs, Factors and Variables of the Model 

Student Variables 

A. Demographics 

1 . Sex 

2. Age 

3. Ethnic Origin 
k. Birth Order 

5. Mobility 

6. Economic Status 

B. Achievement 

1 . Grades 

2. Subject Achlevemei.i 

C. Educational Attitudes 

1 . Teacher 

2. School 

3. Enjoyment 
k. Usefulness 
5. Course 

D. Academic Self -Concept 

1. Confidence In Subject Matter 

2. Confidence in School Learning 

3. Sense of Worth 

E. Motivation 

1. Anxiety 

2. Need to Learn 

3. Need to Be Reinforced 

F. Parental /Fami I id I Influences 

G. Cultural/Environmental Influences 

H. Adjustment 

1. Peer Relationships 

2. Social Relationships 



Learning Environment Variables 

A. School 

1 . Spirit 

2. Discipline 

3. Climate 

4. Appearance 

5. Attitudes 

B. Classroom 

1. Intimacy 

2. Friction 

3. Cllqueness 
k. Satisfaction 

5. Speed 

6. Difficulty 

7. Apathy 

8. Favoritism 

9. Formality 

10. Direction 

1 1 . Democracy 

12. Disorganization 

13. Diversity 
]k. Environment 

C. Class Activities 

1 . Teacher 

2. Student 

3. Joint Activities 

D. Program Type 

1 . Individual I zed vs. 
Class 

2. Special Instructional 
Program 

in 
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Cronbach and Meehl (1955) stated that one studies the construct validity 
of Interpretations rather than of tests, because it is the meaning of the 
Jnterpretatlons that we give to measurements that is critical. In educa- 
tional testing, the use of construct validity Is rare, although the term 
Is frequently used to denote a type of study where evidence on multiple 
measures is used to establish convergent and discriminant evidence (Campbell 
& Flske, 1959). 

Strictly speaking, construct validation Involves three steps: 
theoretical formulation, explication, and validation. The first two steps 
are logical and the third Is empirical. Messick (1^75) defines construct 
validity in the following way: 

Construct validation is the process of marshaling evidence 
in the form of theoretically relevant empirical relations 
to support the inference that an observed response consis- 
tency has a particul ir meaning, (p. 955) 

Thus, an Inferential leap is achieved from logical formulation to empirical 
observation, which Messick maintains Is a concern for all of science. In 
general, Messlck's belief seems to be that educational measurements should 
be construct- referenced, because construct valid interpretations answer 
fundamental questions about the processes that govern all aspects of school- 
ing and that construct validation has benefits from both theoretical and 
practical perspectives. 

In formulation , constructs and relationships among these constructs 
are hypothesized. This formulation is strictly abstract, and the conceptual 
mapping Is known as the "nomologlcal network." 

Olsen, Haladyna, and Shaughnessy (1979). In formulating the preliminary 
constructs, have expressed a functional relationship among these major cate- 
gories of affective variables that fundamentally describes the correlates of 
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of attitudes toward school and the subject matters that comprise the school 
curriculum. The relationship Is 

Y - F[T, S, E] 
where 

Y is the criteria, attitudes toward school or any subject matter 
T is a group of teacher variables 

S is a group of student variables 

E is a group of variables representing the school environment. 
Preliminary analyses in social studies attitudes suggest that nearly $0% 
of the variation of attitude scores can be accounted for by less than six 
variables distributed across these three dimensions (Haladyna, Shaughnessy, 5 
01 sen, 1979). 

The second stage, expl I cat Ion , Involves the Identification of test 
scales which adequately and logically represent the scales constructs. 
For every construct. It Is prudent to identify multiple measures, because 
in the validation stage such a state of affairs will lead to the collection 
of convergent evidence in support of the construct validation. 

The third stage, construct validation, refers to any of four essential 
types of studies. These studies involve the administration of Instruments 
to subjects from whom these responses are analyzed relevant to the questions 
of each study type. Positive evidence provides support for construct valid 
interpretations, while negative evidence suggests one of three possibilities: 
(a) that the original theorizing was faulty, (b) that the explication of 
measures was Inadequate or Inappropriate, or (c) that the methods by which 
the data were analyzed were improper. 

The four types of studies involved in construct validation Include: 
(a) correlational or factor analytic, (b) Internal consistency, (c) group 

12 



•9- 



differencds, or (d) process or developrental . The present report focuses 
on the first two types of studies, and each Is briefly disc.issed. 

Correlational or factor analytic . This kind of study Is used to 
establish the independence of various constructs through analysis of 
measures of these constructs. Correlations between measures of tne same 
constructs should be uniformly high, while correlations between measures 
of different constructs should be uniformly low. When factor analysis I«? 
used, such results should yield Independent factors which resemble our 
formulation. 

Internal consistency . A common approach to estimating test relia- 
bility Is Internal consistency. When test Items are highly Interrelated, 
or test Items are highly related to the total test score, the Internal 
consistency estimate of reliability Is high. With conventional rating 
scale Items, alpha coefficients are used to estimate internal consistency. 
It Is expected that internal consistency estimates of reliability should 
be reasonably high (a > .70) for these scales. 

A very effective cc istruct validation effort was performed by 
Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976) In their review of research on self- 
concept In schooling. The present series of construct validity studies 
hopes to continue In their tradition. 

The present report Is Intended to provide evidence relevant to the 
first two types of studies, (a) correlational and factor analytic and 
(b) Internal consistency. Future studies are In progress that will report 
on group differences and developmental processes. These other forms of 
evidence, taken with evidence presented in this study, form the total for 
which we purport that the lAAS yields construct valid test Interpretations 
of affective aspects of schooling. 

o Is 
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Method 



Subjects 

The IMS was administered to 601 students In fourth grade classrooms. 
A related questionnaire was administered to each teacher. These students 
varied widely with respect to level of achlevomentp socio* economic status 
and other demographic variables, as shown In Table 2. 

A sampling plan was employed to control for the size of school and 
school district. Elementary school districts were classified as (a) over 
4p000 students or (b) under 4,000 students; and school sizes varied three 
ways, (a) under 250, (b) 250-399. and (c) kOO and over. Thus, results were 
not biased with respect to school size or the size of the district. In 
grade 7, school sizes were (a) greater than 450 and (b) 450 and fewer ^ 
while In grade 9, school sizes were (a) over 1,000 and (b) 1,000 and fewer. 
In addition, school classrooms were drawn equally from three distinct geo- 
graphic regions In the State of Oregon: Metropolitan Portland and suburbs, 
the semi-rural mld-Wl 1 lamette Valley, and the mainly rural Southern Oregon 
area. 

Instrumentation 

A form of the lAAS designated for grades 4-6 was administered to all 
fourth grade students in the sample. The lAAS was developed through a 
process of review that examined known Instruments with known and desirable 
characteristics. Instruments with useful scales were adapted or modified 
to fit the constraints of the lAAS. Among these constraints were: (a) the 
Instrument would be a self-report type, (b) the total administration time 
would be less than 30 minutes, and (c) the largest number of variables shown 
In Table 1 ^uld be reliably obtained from the administration of the instrument. 

14 
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Tdble 2 



Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 

N«601 



1. Sex: Boys - 

Girls - 5U 

2. Ethnic Origin: 

American Indian 6.0% 

Oriental 2.0^ 
Black 0.5^ 

White 36.0%' 
Mexican-American 3.0% 
Mixed 2.0% 

3. Socio- Economic Status: 

Mean 8.8 
Range of Scale 0-12 

k. TV Viewing Habits: 

None 2.0% 

Less than an hour 3.0% 

1- 2 hours 13.0% 

2- 3 hours 17.0% 
More than 3 hours 59.0% 

5. Mobility: 

Never moved 36% 

Moved once 21% 

Moved two times 16% 

Moved three times 12% 

Moved four times 6% 

Moved more than four times 10% 

6. Attendance: 

0-3 days missed 53% 

About one week 21% 

About two weeks 11% 

More than two weeks 15^ 
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The first part of the lnv<?ntory produced a page of denwgraphic Infor- 
mation dealing with sex, ethnicity, mobility In schools, socio-economic 
status, television viewing habits, and school attendance (as shown in Table 
2). A second section dealt with parental involvement In aspects of school- 
ing as well as parental trust, support, and relationships. A third section 
included an attitude Instrument that has yielded dependable measures of 
attitudes toward school and four subject matters (Haladyna & Thomas, 1979b). 
A fourth section yielded five scales from the My Class Inventory, originally 
devised by Anderson and Walberg. This Instrument was Intended to tap aspects 
of the learning environment much like the Learning Environment Inventory 
does for students in grade seven and above. Modifications were made to ob- 
tain scales for student enjoyment, friction, competition, difficulty, peer 
relationships and satisfaction. A fifth section deals with perceptions of 
the school in general and perceptions of self as a student. The sixth 
section is generic in nature and can be specifically applied to any subject 
matter. For instance in this study, 30 classrooms were administered these 
Items for social studies. For example, some questions Include: 

My teacher 1 1 kes . 

I can get good grades In . 
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The seventh and last section deals with characteristics of the teacher, 
as shown earlier In Table 1. The entire Instrument appears In Appendix A. 

Procedures 

Participating classrooms for the study were obtained on a volunteer 
basis through discussions with school principals. The only selection 
criteria was that teachers would be willing to assist with the study. 
Efforts were made to obtain an equal number of male and female teachers for 
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the sample and to ensure that these teachers varied greatly with respect 
to age, experience, and amount of training for teaching. 

For all classrooms, a field-test administrator administered the 
inventory to the students. All questions were read to the students, and 
no names were placed on the response sheets. Teachers were excused from 
the room so they could complete the teacher inventory. 

Analysis of Data 

A principal components factor analysis was performed with a quart I max 
rotation. The quartimax procedure is useful when the number of factors is 
believed to be equally represented in the data. The purpose of the factor 
analysis was to confirm the hypotheses that these variables existed and 
were empirically Independent. 

Correlations among items were computed. Internal consistency relia- 
bility was assessed using coefficient alpha, which was estimated using a 
procedure suggested by Guilford (1965) and Nunnally (1967) and which is 
based on the use of the mean of inter-item correlations among selected 
Items and the Spearman- Brown formula. 

Results and Discussion 

One of the most useful methods for establishing evidence for the con- 
struct validity of Interpretations of test scales is through the multi-trait, 
multi -method matrix. These procedures, first suggested by Campbell S 
Fiske (1955), are useful for developing convergent and discriminant evidence. 
If these relationships among Items of a scale are relatively high, convergent 
evidence is extant. If the relationships among variables Is consistently 
lower than relationships of Items that comprise that variable, then dis- 
criminant evidence Is suggested. 



Interndl consistency Is one way to estimate the degree of convergent 
evidence that a set of items possesses. Both convergent and discriminant 
evidence Is established through factor analysts or correlation. The 
evidence Is reviewed for each major section of the iAAS. 

Biographical Information 

Most of these are single-Item variables and, therefore, not subject 
to standard reliability analysis or factor analysis. Sex of student, 
ethnicity, family mobility, socio-economic status, television viewing 
habits and absenteeism were all found to be Important in earlier research, 
and therefore not subject to further scrutiny. 

Parental /Fami 1 lal Influences 

One of the student characteristics identified In Table I was parental/ 
familial influences. Earlier work had suggested th^t the variables repre- 
sented by these Items included (a) parental involvement, (b) parental concern 
about schoolwork, and (c) parental perceptions of the Importance of «--hool. 

The results of the reliability analysis and the factor analysis are 
presented In Table 3. As shown there, the alpha coefficients were quite low, 
ranging from .29 (for a two-Item variable} to .59- Thus the convergent 
evidence for these three variables was quite weak. 

The factor analysts of these Items revealed reasonably high factor 
loadings for each variable with no overlap on Items which were not hypothe- 
sized to belong to these variables, 'ihus, the convergent and discriminant 
evidence, as judged by the factor analysis, was soirawhat atronger. The con- 
sequences of using variables such as these In descriptive studies is that 
a celling Is put on the magnitudes of correlations due to the unreliability 
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Table 3 



Convergent and Discriminant Evidence for Test Scales 
Relating to Parents and Family 



Test Scale 



Parent Involvement 



Number 
of Items 



Internal 
Consistency 
Reliability 

Estimate 

.59 



Factor Loadings 
of items of Scale 
Mean Range 

.46 .30-. 52 



Factor Loadings 
of Other Items 
Mean Range 

.12 .00-. 24 



Parental Concern About 
School Work 



.52 



.36 .29-. 46 



.08 



,00-. 22 



Parental Perceptions 
of the Importance 
of School 



.29 



.64 .56-. 71 



.07 



.01-. 15 



of measurements. Since these three variables had low reliability estimates, 
correction for attenuation could be used to determine what relationships are 
when measurements are error free. 

Attitudes Toward School and Subject Matters 

Five attitudes variables existed In this part of the lAAS. These 
instruments were adapted from an earlier version (Haladyna & Thomas, 1979b). 
The variables were attitudes toward school, English (language arts), mathe- 
matics, social studies, and science. 

As shown in Table 4, Internal consistency reliability was satisfactorily 
high for the subject matters, but somewhat lower for the school attitude 
scale. These results appear similar to those reported by Haladyna and Thomas 
(1979b) in their study of these instruments with the major exception that the 
present scales are based on four Items Instead of five, as found In the 
earlier version* 
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Table k 

Convergent and Dt scrtmlnant Evidence for the Attitude Scales 





Test Scale 


Number 
of 1 terns 


Internal 
Consistency 
Rel iabi 1 ity 

Estimate 


Factor Loadings 
of Items of Scale 
Mean Range 


Factor Loadings 
of Other Items 
Mean Range 


I 


School 




.74 










2. 


Engl ish 


k 


.87 


.71 


.62-. 80 


.16 


.01-. 38 


3. 


Mathematics 


• 


.87 


.73 


.64-. 80 


.19 


.06-. 40 


k. 


Social Studies 


4 


.85 


.75 


.71-. 81 


.10 


.03-. 18 


5. 


Science 


4 


.90 


.74 


.69-. 79 


.12 


.05-. 22 



The factor analysis of these Items revealed clear factor structures for 
the four subject matter scales. The school attitude factor failed to factor 
and, instead, split between the mathematics and English factors. This 
result would suggest that students at this level are likely to not, dis- 
criminate between their attitudes toward school and attitudes toward the 
two subject matters that dominate the fourth grade curriculum. In an earlier 
study of this Instrument, Haladyna and Thomas (1979b) used data from grade 
levels four, five, and six, which may have resulted In a more satisfactory 
factor analysis. Nonetheless, the convergent and discriminant evidence for 
these attitude scales is relatively good. 

Learning Environment 

The Learning Environment Inventory or LEI (Anderson & Walberg), an 
instrument that yields scores on 14 measures of the classroom learning 
environment, has proven reliability and validity. A version of the LEI 
which Is more suitable for intermediate grade students is the My Class 
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Inventory. This Instrument has not been widely used and there is not a 
rich history of Its use or validation. The My Class Inventory was slightly 
revised and administered as part of the lAAS. The scales were satisfaction, 
friction, difficulty, coheslveness, and competition. Results of all 
analyses appear In Table 3> 

Internal consistency reliability for the five scales ranged from .46 
to .70. Despite the fact that each scale contained seven Items, these 
estimates were not as high as expected, and therefore, the convergent 
evidence was not strong. An examination of the pattern of correlations 
among Items within each scale revealed that several Items could be removed 
and the Internal consistency reliability Improved. Consequently, reliability 
was Increased by actually decreasing test length. Table 5 provides this 
Information as well as the results of the factor analysis. 



Table 5 

Convergent and Discriminant Evidence for the Learning 

Environment Variables of the IMS 

Internal 

Consistency Factor Loadings Factor Loadings 
Number Reliability of Items of Scale of Other Items 





Test Scale 


of Items 


Estimate 


Mean 


Range 


Mean 


Range 


1. 


Satisfaction 




.70 


M 


.26-. 59 


.21 


.01-. 51 


2. 


Friction 




.58 


.38 


.19-. 52 


.12 


.01-. 47 


3. 


Difficulty 




.i^6 


.27 


.05-. 62 


.02 


.01-. 16 


k. 


Coheslveness 




.59 


.25 


.06-. 52 


.06 


.01-. 26 


5. 


Competition^ 




.47 











No satisfactory loadings were reported for this factor. 
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Fdctor analysis yielded slightly stronger evidence for the convergent 
validity. The mean factor loadings of the seven Items of each scale was 
consistently higher than the mean factor loadings of Items not hypothesized 
to reflect each scale. However, there were items which were not thought 
to be reflective of scales which received high factor loadings. For this 
reason, discriminant evidence of these fcales Is thought to be somewhat 
lacking. Thus the five scales of the My Class Inventory as presented In 
the IMS should be used cautiously. These scales would profit from further 
development and validation studies before they can be used confidently In 
research and school evaluations. 

Other Student Characteristics of the lAAS 

The most substantial portion of the lAAS was devoted to 82 items 
detailing at least 15 variables. These ranged from single Item variables 
calling for the amount of homework assigned on a subject matter to a 
global teacher quality scale consisting of 19 items. The results of the 
reliability analyses and the factor analysis are presented in Table 6. 
As shown there, only 5 of the 15 variables factored cleanly and therefore 
display both convergent and discriminant evidence. These factors are 
(a) attitude toward school — 12 Items, (b) self assurance in ability to 
learn— 8 items, (c) teacher quality— 19 Items, (d) appreciation of class- 
mates— 3 Items, and (e) lack of motivation for school— 5 Items. 

Internal consistency reliability estimates ranged from .61 to .91, 
and factor structures provided fairly clear resolution. With the large 
teacher quality scale, there were some Items which were not hypothesized to 
reflect that trait but had reasonably high loadings. The other factors had 
little or no overlap of this type. 



Table 6 

Convergent and Discriminant Evidence for Student Characteristics of the lAAS 



Test Scale 
1. Attitudes Toward School 



2. Self Assurance In Ability 



3. Teacher Quality 



Number 
of Items 

12 



8 



k. Enjoyment of Classmates 

5. Lack of Motivation 

6. Teacher Enthusiasm for Subject 

7. Teacher Admiration & Respect 

8. Importance of Subject Matter 

9. Self Report Grades 

10. Teacher Support for Individual 

11. Teacher Praise & Reinforcement 



12. Teacher Commitment to Help 
Student Learn 
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3 
5 

2 
3 



5 



Item Identification 

P601. P602, P60^, P606, 
P607» P608, P609p P610. 
P611. P612. P613. P6^»l 

P621, P625, P626, P628, 
P629. P630, Pyo^t. P717 

P644. P719. P801. P802. 

P80^. p806. P807. P808. 

P809. P810. P811. P812. 

P813. P8U. P815, P816. 

P821. P825. P826 

P62^». P642, P6'i3 

P708. P710. P71^. P716, 
P818 

P701. P706 

P6kk, P707. P709 

P713 
P720 

P803, P819, P820, P821 

P802. P805. P807. P808, 
P8li» 

P806. P809, P812. P815 



Internal 
ConsI stency 
Rellabil Ity 

Estimate 

.79 



73 



,91 



.61 
.61 



.60 
.70 

.73 



Factor Loadings 
of Items of Scale 

Mean Range 
.37 .30-. ^7 



.36 .27-. 53 



.58 .33-. 69 



M .31-. 50 
.36 .25-. ^9 



Factor Loadings 
of Other Items 

Mean Range 

.07 .00-. 24 



.09 .01-. 30 
.31 .02-. 49 



.06 .00-. 29 Co 



24 



Table 6, Continued 



Internal Fac4:or Loadings Factor Loadings 

Consistency of Items of Scale of Other Items 
Number Reliability 

Test Scale of Items Item Identification Estimate Mean Range Mean Range 



13. Fairness 3 PSO'i, P8I0, P816 .&5 
Id. Amount of Homework Done I P723 



15. Amount of Homework 

Assigned 1 P72k 



I 

O 
I 
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Constdering the ten variables not detected in the factor analysis, 
internal consistency reliability estimates were possible for only six of 
these» and these estimates ranged from .kk to .73> All of these test 
scales were short, ranging from two to five items. These five variables 
appear to possess moderate to low convergent evidence and no discriminant 
evidence. In fact, many of these scales can be viewed as aspects of over- 
all teacher quality. Therefore, the use of these scales In research and 
evaluation studies should be done carefully, as there is a tendency for all 
of these scales to be highly interrelated. 

The remaining four single-item scales have face validity and also have 
relatively low correlations with other variables In this set. Consequently, 
these single-item variables may be useful despite the limitation that 
exists with single-item variables, namely, low reliability. 

Summary 

As a means for summarizing this validation study, the scales and their 
respective Items are presented In Table 7. Considering the biographical 
items from page one of the lAAS, there are a total of 3^ variables listed. 
Each of these variables has a place on the framework shown in Table 1, 
and each variable has been subjected to some form of validation study. 

The Internal consistency of these variables ranges considerably from 
.29 to .91. While many of these variables lack the degree of internal '"on- 
slstency desired, It should be noted that the lAAS Is limited in length by 
the time desired for administration, less than 30 minutes. Any of these 
scale's reliability could be increased by adding acceptable Items. A 
comproiiiise Is achieved by Including more scales and having fewer items on 
each scale. Thus, comprehensiveness Is gained at the sacrifice of precision. 
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Table 7 

Variables of the Inventory of Affective Aspects of School ing 



\. Sex 101 

2. Family Background 102 

3. Family Mobility 103 

4. Socio-economic Status 104 

5. Television Viewing 105 

6. School Attendance 106 

7. Parental Involvement 207, 208, 209, 210, 212, 214 

8. Parental Concern 203, 204, 210, 211, 215, 723 

9. Parental Perception of 

the importance of Schools 205, 206 

10. Attitude Toward School 301, 302, 303, 304 

n. Attitude Toward English 305, 306, 307, 308 

12. Attitude Toward Mathematics 309, 310, 311, 312 

13. Attitude Toward Social 

Studies 313, 314, 315, 316 

14. Attitude Toward Science 317, 318, 319, 320 

15. Satisfaction with Class 401, 407, 411 J 415, 419, 525. 535 

16. Friction in Class 402,^ 406, 416, 420, $26, 529 J 533 

17. Difficulty 404, 410,' 413,' 421, 524,' 528, 532 

18. Coh .Iveness (Friendships) 405, 409,' 414, 4l8, 523, 527, 53o' 

19. Competition 403,' 408, 412, 417, 422,' 531.' 53^ 

20. Attitudes Toward School 601, 602, 604, 606, 607, 608, 609, 610, 

611, 612, 613, 641 

21. Self Assurance In School 

Ability 621, 625, 626, 628, 629, 630, 704, 717 

22. Overall Teacher Quality 644, 719, 8oi, 802, 804, 806, 807, 

808, 809, 810, 811, 812, 813, 814, 815, 

816, 821, 825, 826 



1 

Q It was found that internal consistency Is Improved by deleting this Item. 

m£ 28 
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Table 7» Continued 



23. Enjoyment of Classmates 

24. Level of Concern 

25. Concern for Grades 

26. Teacher Enthusiasm for 
Subject 

27. Respect for Teachers 

28. Importance of Subject 

29. Amount of Homework Done 

30. Amount of Homework 
Assigned 

31. Teacher Support for the 
Individual 

32. Teacher Praise and 
Reinforcement 

33. Teacher Commitment to 
Student Learning 

3A. Fairness to Students 



62^1, 642. 643 

708, 710, 714, 716, 818 

645 

701, 706 
644. 707, 709 
713 
723 

724 

803, 819, 820. 821 
802. 805, 807, 808, 814 

806, 809, 812, 815 

804, 810, 816 
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As mentioned earlier, in descriptive research, this loss of precision can be 
offset by correction for attenuation. Thus, relationships can be estimated 
as If measurements were error free. 

Factor analysis was used to establish both convergent and discriminant 
evidence for some of these scales. The results of these analyses revealed 
that certain variables, such as attitudes, were clearly resolved, while 
others produced mixed results. Overall, these 3^ variables appear to offer 
promise In mapping parts of the affective domain, but they vary considerably 
in their dependability. Researchers and school evaluators may want to select 
variables and respective Items of each scale prudently to maximize precision 
of measurement without losing any comprehensiveness desired. The IMS was 
designed to be used In a series of studies on affective correlates of school 
attitudes. In other applications, the lAAS should be modified to overcome 
some of the apparent lack of precision and poor factor structures that were 
evident In the present study. 
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1 

BIOGRAPHiCAL INFORMATION 

Please answer all questions. Check the correct box. 

1. I □ boy 2 □ girl 

2. Family Background 

1 Q American Indian 4 Q] White (Caucasian) 

2 []] Oriental 5 [^Mexican American 

3 □ Black 

3. How many times have you moved since you started first grade? 

1 Q never moved k Q three 

2 □ one 5 Q four 

3 Q ^ O mor& than four 

k. Which of the following does your family have at home? 

1 n newspaper delivered every day 7 Q tape recorder or cassette player 

2 Q magazines delivered regularly 8 [^typewriter 

3 Q more than 25 books 9 Q vacuum cleaner 

k Q encyclopedia 10 Q automatic dishwasher 

♦ 

5 [^dictionary 11 ^ two or more cars or trucks that rut. 

6 CU record player 12 Q two or more TV sets 

ft 

5> On the average about how much TV do you watch each day? 

1 I I none 4 two to three hours 

2 about one hour or less 5 more than three hours 

3 Q about one to two hours 

6. The total number of school days I missed last year was about... 

1 Q 0 - 3 days 3 []] about 2 weeks 

2 about I week A [|[] more than 2 weeks 



ERIC 



2 





• 


Yes 

□ 
1 


7 

□ 
2 


□ 


K 


Do you check books out fron the public library? 


□ 


□ 


D 


2. 


Do you check books out fron the school library? 


□ 


□ 


r: 


3. 


Do your parents remind you to do your school work? 


□ 




□ 


k. 


Do your parents talk to you about your school work? 


□ 


□ 


c 


5. 


Do your parents think that school is important? 


□ 


□ 


□ 


6. 


Do your parents care about how well you do In school? 


□ 




D 


7. 


Do you tell your parents about the things you do well? 


□ 


□ 




Do 


your parents: 






HarU* 


3. 


take yot.< interesting places? 


p 


□ 


D 


3. 


talk to you about the news? 


□ 


□ 




10. 


spend a lot of time talking with you? 


□ 


□ 


c 


11. 


offer to help you with school work? 


□ 


□ 

1—4 


r 


12. 


trust you to do things? 




□ 


r 


13. 


argue with you a lot about rules? 


□ 


□ 




U. 


let you make decisions? 


□ 


□ 


r 


15. 


encourage you to read? 


□ 


□ 


□ 



3b 




• ■> { 




Check r Ansvvo r he f c 



My 


Class 


Agree 
1 


Maybe 
2 


Di sagr 
3 


I. 


The students in my class enjoy their schoolwork. 


□ 




□ 


2. 


Children are always fighting with each other. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


s* 


The san>e people always do the best work In cur 

C«dSS« 


□ 


□ 


□ 




in our class the work is hard to do. 




r] 


□ 


5. 


My best friends are In my class. 


□ 




□ 


6. 


Soroe of the children in our class are mean. 


□ 






7. 


Most kids are pleased with the class* 


□ 


□ 


□ 




Children often race to see who can finish first. 


□ 


□ 


□ 




Many children in our class play together after 
school • 


□ 


□ 


□ 


In 


Most children can do thejr schoolwork without 
help. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


II. 


Some kids don't like the class. 


□ 


□ 


□ 




Most children want their work to be better than 
their friends' work. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


13. 


Only the smart kids can do the work In our class. 


□ 


□ 


□ 




In my class ainost everybody Is my friend. 


□ 


□ 




15. 


Most of the kids In my class enjoy school. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


16. 


In my class some kids don't like other kids. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


• 7. 


Some kids reel bad when they do not do as well 
as the others. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


18. 


1 like to work with others in my class. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


19. 


Most children say the class is fun. 


□ 


□ 




20. 


Some people in my class are not my friends. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


21. 


Kids often find thei; work hard. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


22. 


Most children don't care who finishes first. 


□ 


□ 


□ 
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Check Your Answer Here 







Agree 
1 


Maybe 
2 


Disagn 


23. 


Most of the children know each other well. 




□ 




2k, 


Only the smart kids can do their work 


□ 


□ 




25. 


Children seem to like the class. 


□ 




□ 


26. 


Certain students always want to have their own way. 


□ 




□ 


27. 


Most students in my class are close friends. 






□ 


28. 


Many students in our class say that school is 
easy. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


2S. 


Children in our class fight a lot. 




□ 


□ 


30. 


Most of the kids in my class like one another. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


31. 


Some kids always do better than the rest of 
the class. 


r \ 

□ 


□ 


1 1 


32. 


Schoolwork is hard to do. 


f ■ "'1 

□ 


□ 


□ 


33. 


Certain students don't Mke what other students do. 

* 


□ 


□ 


□ 




A few kids In mv class want to be first all of the 
time. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


35. 


This class is fun. 


□ 


□ 


□ 
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About thfs School 

\ . KUs I *ke this school . 

2* The classrooms in this school are too crowded* 

3. Students and teachers work together at our 
school * 

The school Is a friendly place. 

5. I wish that my classes were snialler so that my 
teachers could spend ntore time with me* 

6. Our school is too small. 

7. Hy school has a lot of books and materials that 
I can use to help myself. 

d* This school Is old and crummy. 

9. The teachers in my school seem to like what they 
are doin9. 

10. The people who run my school probably like what 
thoy are doin9. 

n. Students treat each other fairly at this school. 

12. The school treats student* fairly. 

IJ. How do you rate the school spirit at your school? 

Q a* very good Q b. good Qc. fair*[jd. poor 



Your Feel ings 

1. Uearnin9 things in school is easy for me. 

2. There are a lot of thinQS I don't understand, no 
matter how hard I study. 

3. i am rarely told when 1 do good work. 
Hy classmates like what I say. 

5* I believe I can do most things well. 

6. 1 I ike the work that i do. 

7. I am only punished when 1 deserve it. 

8. Hy classmates listen to my suggestions. 
9* I think that I am a successful student. 

10. When I \H>rk hard In school 1 do better in 
schppl • 

11. How well I do in school depends on my good luck. 



1. How much do you like your school? 

2. How much do you like your class? 

3. How much do you Hke the students in your class? 

4. How much do you like your teacher? 

5* Is it Important to you to get good grades? 

6. Do you prefer to sU in the back of the classroom? 



7. How euch do you speak out tn class? 
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Yes 
1 


Maybe 
2 


NO 

3 




n 

LJ 


uJ 


n 
LJ 




□ 


□ 


□ 


2. 


LJ 




1 — ; 
LJ 


J' 


□ 


□ 


□ 




LJ 




n 

LJ 


c 


□ 


□ 


□ 


6. 


LJ 


— 

LJ 


LJ 


/ • 


□ 


□ 




8. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


9- 


□ 


□ 


□ 


10. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


n. 




□ 


□ 


12. 


e. very 


poor 






Yes 

1 


Maybe 


NO 
1 




□ 


□ 


□ 




□ 


□ 


□ 


2. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


3. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


k. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


5. 


□ 


□ 




6. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


7. 


LJ 


[—1 
LJ 


! 


8. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


9. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


to. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


11 . 


very 

much 

t 

□ 


>o<we 

2 

□ 


not 
much 
3 

□ 


1 , 


□ 


□ 


□ 


2. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


3. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


k. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


5. 


C 


□ 


□ 


6. 




D 


□ 


7. 



About Social Studies 


1 


1 iMy L*w 

2 


3 


i. Hy teacher likes social studies. 

• 


□ 


□ 


□ 


2. Social Studies doesn't scare me at all. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


3. As long as 1 pass, my parents don't care how 1 do In social studies.Q 


□ 


□ 


I'm sure 1 can learn social studies. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


5* Social Studies in enjoyable to me. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


6. My teacher is excited about teaching us social studies. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


7. My teacher knows a lot about social studies. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


8. Social studies makes me feel uneasy and confused. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


9. 1 v^*5h 1 could have the same social studies teacher next year. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


10. Social Studies has no usefulness in my life. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


11. My parents think 1 could be good in social studies. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


12. My parents v/ant me to plan to take more social studies. 


\ — \ 

u 


□ 


□ 


13* Social studies is a worthwhile and necessary subject. 


LJ 


□ 


□ 


iH. 1 m not tne type to do wen in social studies. 




□ 


□ 


15^ Most time in social studies is spent doing other things than 
listening to the teacher. 


\ — 1 
U 


□ 


□ 


16* 1 do as little work as possible in social studies. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


17« 1 can get good grades in social studies. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


18. There Is little chance for students to talk in social studies. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


19. Things 90 smoothly in our social studies class. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


20. What kifxds of grades to you usually get in social studies? 








n I • w:>stly A's □ 2. mostly A's £ B's □ 3. mostly B's 4. 


mostly B's & C 


S 



( { 5» mostly C's D ^* ^ower than C D 7. no grades are given 

21. About how much of the time does your teacher talk during social studies? 



n 1. almost all the time □ 2. most of the time □3- sometimes |~) ^. hardly at all 

22. Is there a place in your home for homework? Q 1. yes 2. no 

23. About how much time do you spend on homework each week? 

Q a. none Q b. up to 30 min j~] c. 31-60 min Q d. more than 60 min. 
2*1. About how much homework Is assigned each week in social studies? 

Q a- none Q b. up to 15 min □ c. 15-30 min □ d. more than 30 min. 
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During social studies, niy teacher: O 

■ m 


Yes 
1 


Maybe 
2 


No 
i 


I. 


is interested in re. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


2. 


tells ne when t do good v/ork. 


□ 


□ 


□ 




is often too busy to help r.e vjhen 1 need help. 


□ 


□ 


□ 




is fair to fne. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


5. 


encourages tne to do new and unusual things. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


6. 


tries very hard to help re understand hard 
school v^ork. 




□ 


□ 


7. 


really cares about me. 


□ 




□ 


8. 


appreciates our work. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


9. 


is willing to help students learn. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


10. 


is fair when disciplining students. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


n. 


wants. nie to say what 1 think. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


12. 


explains things very v/ell. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


13. 


has a friendly attitude. 


□ 


□ 


□ 




says nice things to me when 1 complete my work. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


15. 


gives ne extra help when needed. 


□ 


□ 




16. 


is fair in testing and grading. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


17. 


would let the class plan an event. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


IS. 


doesn't take enough time to explain things. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


19. 


makes things v/orse when 1 have a problem. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


20." 


scares me. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


21. 


listens to v/hat 1 have to say. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


22. 


has said sorriet imes that s(he) doesn't know 
something. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


23. 


lets me v/ork at tny ov/n speed. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


2k. 


spends too nuch time asking students to be 
quiet or to sit down. 


□\ 


□ 


□ 


25. 


asks good questions. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


26. 


has interesting demonstrations. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


27. 


uses movies or fllmstrlps. 




□ 


D 
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